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5/25/93 

Harold Weisberg 
7627 Old Receiver Rd 
Frederick MD 21702 

Dear Harold: 

I'm in receipt of your hate mail dated 5/19/93. 

The fact that the FBI report does not mention a body bag is not proof that the 
body was not originally in a body bag. You are assuming (a) that the FEU agents 
were present when the body was first taken out of the shipping casket and (b) 
that, if they were, they could not make an error. 

At present, I vote for (a): because the evidence clearly indicates a small but 
significant time delay between the time the body first was brought in (sometime 
prior to 7 p.m.) and the time they entered (7:17 p.m.). 

Moreover, they themselves seem to be pointing to a second casket when they 
write: The body was removed from the casket in which it was transported. Just 
about everyone I know who has read this language immediately realizes it is 
suggestive of a second casket, used for transport. You seem to think otherwise — 
that it indicates the obvious, (i.e., as if the FBI might also start its reporting with 
such redundancies. Today is November 22. The sky is blue...") 

In view of the overwhelming eyewitness evidence, I find it amusing that you 
would reject the body bag evidence. 

More interesting is your reliance on what is NOT in an FBI report, as proof of 
what was NOT there. 

What logic. The FBI report does not mention the existence of a telephone on the 
wall of the room. Does that mean no telephone instrument was there? 

Also, please explain this (if you can, because it deals with the inner workings of 
your mind): 
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How do you justify relying on the FBI report, to refute the existence of a body 
bag, and then, in the next breath, have to refute the same FBI report, when it 
states there was "surgery of the head area, namely, in the top of the skull"? 

Let me spell this out so that this "double-standard" concept penetrates, because I 
gather from your letter that, as you read and type, you adopt some weird yoga 
position so your extremities get blood. And I want you, in reading this, to make 
sure that the necessary blood is flowing to your brain. (In other words, Harold, in 
reading what follows: try to make sure that your head is not up your ass.) 

You are stating we should conclude there was not a body bag, because the FBI 
doesn't mention any — but then you (apparently) reject the same FBI report when, 
in the same sentence, it reports surgery! 

Double standard? 

Lack of Logic? 

Pick a horn, Harold. Its your dilemma. 

Look, Harold: here is the problem. You have passed yourself off, for many years, 
as a scholar on the assassination; when in fact you are not. You're just a 
cantankerous person who knows how to get on the nerves of a burecaucracy, 
which you successfully did, and thus played a role in the release of a lot of 
documents. We all thank you for that. 

But there isn't the slightest doubt in my mind that you are not very competent to 
handle what is in those documents. I'm note saying your totally incompetent — 
just not very competent. (On a scale of 1 to 10, say, a 3; ok, a 3 and a half). 

As Exhibit A — I would cite the Sibert and O'Neill report and your failure to 
understand the paragraph about surgery. Only you, Harold, could publish a 
book called "POST MORTEM", supposedly a definitive work on the medical 
evidence, and then even quote the surgery paragraph, and not understand what 
it means! (I mean, even if you disagree with what it could mean — (see BEST 
EVIDENCE, if you are in doubt)— at least you should acknowledge the 
possibility is there. 

I think this must be a profound embarrassment to you — and undoubtedly 
accounts for the fury you exhibit whenever the subject comes up. Here, you had 
all these documents, all the pieces of the puzzle, but you simply could not 
assemble them. 
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The fact is: you just don't understand what happened on November 22, and 
never did — and now you have a life-long vested interest in establishing that the 
truth cannot be ascertained. 



And, as Feinman has said, in building a memorial to yourself. 



Up to a pointH feel soryy for yjauT^ 




1. 1 still haven't the faintest idea what property of yours you believe I have, as a 
result of a theft of Waybright. If you spell out what it is, I will comment. 



2. 1 don't believe I ever said there were paper mache trees on the grassy knoll that 
were moved in the dark of night. Surely you jest. If not, do send me an audio 
tape where I say that, or an original memo to file, so I can see what it is you are 
talking about. 

3. Besides the JFK assassination, I am very interested in the holocaust, so save 
your insults for someone to whom they apply. 

4. At some point in the future, and particularly when I embark on the sequel to 
BEST EVIDENCE, I may in fact want access to all 60 cabinets of material. 




